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Theoretical Background
The society in which we find ourselves offers large amounts of information.
The messages which we receive come from a number of different and varying
sources, that are at times complementary and at other times contradictory. For
that reason, it is necessary to compare, contrast and integrate these sources
in order to transform the information into knowledge (Pozo & Postigo, 2000).
With this in mind, it is important to teach students how to create written
syntheses of information from a number of different texts. However, there
are very few studies that have proposed teaching the necessary strategies for
creating these syntheses. Furthermore, the majority of the studies that have
been conducted have been carried out in higher education settings (Boscolo,
Arfé & Quarisa, 2007; Segev-Miller, 2004).
Therefore, the Strategies for Writing Syntheses to Learn (swsl) program
presented in this chapter has been designed to teach students of 11–12 years old
how to appropriately use reading and writing as tools in learning the content
which the texts aim to convey. It deals with a program focused on the teaching
strategies involved in the elaboration of a written synthesis of various texts.
The advantages of this type of instruction, both with reading and writing
(Graham&Harris, 1996; Mateos, 2001; Sánchez, García & Rosales, 2010; Schunk
& Zimmerman, 1997; Torrance, Fidalgo & García, 2007; Zimmerman, 2000), as
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well as the integrated use of both of them (Raphael & Englert, 1990; Wray &
Lewis, 1997), have been widely studied.
In this way, the specific objective is that the students learn to read and write
by selecting, elaborating, connecting and integrating the information coming
from different texts with the goal of learning these contents in a profound and
constructive way.
The swsl program (that can be carried out by the student’s teachers them-
selves if they have received prior training) focuses on strengthening the devel-
opment of the strategies involved in the process of a synthesis through diverse
teaching methods. The strategies taught through this intervention are: (1) se-
lecting important ideas from the source texts, (2) elaborating upon the infor-
mation using prior knowledge, (3) organizing the content, and (4) integrating
information from both source texts.
Through different teaching methods, based on the progressive transfer of
control, autonomy and self-regulation of the learning process is encouraged
amongst students. Based on previous studies (Wray & Lewis, 1997), all the
strategies are taught using a variety of methods, such as (1) teacher modelling,
(2) collaborative activity, (3) guided activity, (4) students’ individual activity
and (5) the support of a written guide. Thanks to the implementation of this
swsl program, the students are able to achieve a number of important goals,
which will be described throughout the chapter, that provide them with a
quality learning experience.
The Phases of the Program
The swsl program consists of 12 sessions that are divided into three phases.
In each phase, a different synthesis task is carried out, thereby offering an
increasing degree of control to the students as the program progresses. At the
end of the program the students carry out the last task on their own and all
prior offers of help or assistance are removed. Two expositive texts—including
complementary contents about the treated subject—of similar length (235–
280 words) were selected for each synthesis task. All texts were provided from
different textbooks directed towards 11–12 years old students and they belonged
to the same teaching unit (contemporary history). In Table 8.1—and in the
additional documents placed on the following link: www.figshare.com—the
stages of the swsl program are described in detail as well as the objectives,
contents, activities of both the students and the teacher, the teachingmethods,
materials, etc. used in each one. As can be seen, the intervention follows
a progressive sequence of transfer of control of the learning process, from
the instructor to the students, in the hopes of encouraging self-regulation
amongst the students through their increased awareness of the processes that
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are activated during the learning process. In this way, throughout the stages
there is a decrease in the number of activities carried out by the teacher and
an increase in number of activities that the student are in charge of themselves.
Additionally, the studentswrite in a collaborativeway in order to assistwith the
transition between the phases of modelling by the teacher and that of working
on their own.
Description of the Phases in the swsl Program
The followingdescribes indetail eachof the stepsof the swslprogram. Inorder
to provide greater clarity, the explanation and justification is presented in a
sequential manner. However, it is important to keep in mind that this process
is actually complex and recursive.
Synthesis Task Representation
We begin the first session by working on the representation the students have
of the synthesis task. It is important to explore the students’ prior knowledge
aboutwhat creating a synthesis is (the cognitive aspect) andwhat it is useful for
(the motivational aspect), as they will perform the task differently depending
on their individual representations of the task. Different studies have shown
that students tend to simplify the representation they have of the synthesis
task, assuming that it is similar to the task of summarizing, as this is a task
with which they are more familiar (Flower et al., 1990; Mateos & Solé, 2009).
Additionally, our goal is to have the entire group share the same objectives.
Our premise is based on the idea that a direct description of the goals of
this task by the instructor is not enough to enable students to create their
own representations of the objectives. Therefore, students are encouraged to
reflect and explore in order to become more aware of the goals of the task.
To begin, students are told that they are going to learn to create a synthesis.
Then, a debate might be started by asking them some questions related to the
synthesis task, such as, “what do you think a synthesis is?”, “Is this task easy or
difficult for you?”. However, from our experience we know how difficult it is for
students to recognize and activate their previous knowledge when confronted
with a learning task. On one occasionwhenwe asked students these questions,
we found that they replied, “I don’t know anything”. Of course, this was not
true, but it pointed out the importance of finding a resource that allow us to
access that information. Since the students appeared to not know anything
about the synthesis task and were able to maintain a simplified representation
of it, we decided to use a debate about a similar, and more familiar, task
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table 8.1 Description of the aims, contents, activities, strategies and material of the swsl
program
swsl program to improve the use of reading and writing to learn through synthesis tasks
Session/aim Contents
Activation of the representation of a synthesis
task
(session 1)
Processes involved in completing a written
synthesis from two texts
phase i:
To perform the first synthesis task through
observation of the researcher modelling the
processes employed
(sessions 2–5)
Comprehension of the source texts, selection,
elaboration, organization and integration of
ideas in the creation of a synthesis text.
Elaboration of a guideline to help students to
control their own processes (to be used in all
sessions)
(session 5–continuation-
hyphen correct?
)
Steps to follow in creating a written synthesis
from two sources
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Instructor/student activities Teaching methods Material
Instructor: Suggests questions such as “What
is a synthesis?” “Is it similar to a summary?”
“How can you create a good synthesis?”
Students: Present their ideas to the rest of the
class
Brainstorming
Joint reflection
Guided questions
–
replace by endash, ok?
Instructor: Presents and explains aloud all of
their thought process while they carry out
activities such as Reading the source tests,
underlining, taking notes, creating concept
maps, etc.
Students: Observe the instructor and take
notes on all of the activities carried out by
him/her
modelling by thinking
aloud strategy
Self-questioning
Self-instruction
Pair of texts about the
industrial revolution
Instructor: Asks students to recall the
activities that they have carried out
previously to create a good synthesis. Using
questions, they guide the process in order to
recall all of the steps they have followed the
previous sessions.
Students: Collectively reach an agreement
regarding which activities should be carried
out in order to create a synthesis.
Guided questions
Joint reflection
–
replace by endash, ok?
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table 8.1 The aims, contents, activities, strategies and material of the swsl program (cont.)
caption shortened to make it fit on one line, ok?
swsl program to improve the use of reading and writing to learn through synthesis tasks
Session/aim Contents
phase ii:
To perform a second synthesis task performed in
a group in order to provide students with slightly
more autonomy than in the previous one
(sessions 6–9)
Comprehension of the source texts, selection,
elaboration, organization and integration of
ideas in the creation of a synthesis text.
phase iii:
To perform a third synthesis task in which, with
some assistance, the students, individually carry
out the activities
(sessions 10–12)
Comprehension of the source texts, selection,
elaboration, organization and integration of
ideas in the creation of a synthesis text.
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Instructor/student activities Teaching methods Material
Instructor: Responds to the questions of each
group and offers help when they observe that
one of the groups is experiencing difficulties.
When absolutely necessary they assist with
brainstorming.
Students: Emulate the activities explained by
the instructor in the first group task with the
support of the guide and the materials from
prior sessions. Negotiate the best way to
complete the written product as a group.
Collaborative work
Monitoring
Joint reflexion
Pair of texts about social
and politic organization
under capitalism
Written guide
Material created in
phase I (concept maps,
the first synthesis, etc.)
Instructor: Responds to the questions
proposed by the students and provides
help when they observe that a student is
experiencing difficulties with the task.
Proposes joint reflection when necessary.
Students: Carry out the entire synthesis task
with the help of the guide, the instructor and
the material created in the prior sessions.
Individual practice
Monitoring
Joint reflexion
Pair of texts about rural
and urban life in the
19th century
Written guide
Material created in the
prior sessions
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in order to compare the processes involved in them: Instead, we asked ques-
tions about summary tasks, such as, “What is a summary?”, “What do you find
making summaries useful for?”, “Are summarizing and synthesizing similar or
different tasks?”. Other ideas could be to recall a task performed in the past or
discuss the aspects involved in creating the synthesis.
As a fundamental part of the synthesis representation, it is important for
students to be aware of the processes involved in writing a synthesis: selection,
elaboration, organization and integration. For example, when performing this
type of tasks, some information is relevant, whereas other information is not
relevant, and what information is relevant depends on our objectives. Some-
thing that is helpful to active these processes in students’ minds is telling them
that if a new student started at the school and read their synthesis, he or she
would have to be able to take an exam on that subject using the information
in the written synthesis. In this way, we help them to understand that the goal
is to provide with their words the most essential information from the source
texts in an organised and integrated way.
This step may be complicated because students do not usually ask them-
selves these questions. Instead, they perform the tasks their teacher asks them
to do with their only objective being to get it right for the teacher, rather than
wonderingwhat is the actual purpose behind that particular activity. It is there-
fore essential to encourage students to stop and think about what they sought
to achieve through reading and writing at that particular time.
Elaboration of the First Synthesis through InstructorModelling
During sessions 2–5, the instructor employs cognitive modelling to convey
the entire process of creating a written synthesis from two source texts (an
example of source texts could be seen in the complementary e-chapter—
Appendix 1—). Our approach, following previous interventions (Braaksma,
Rijlaarsdam, vandenBergh&vanHout-Wolters, 2004;Vidal-Abarca, 2002;Wray
& Lewis, 1997; Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 2002), is based on the premise that
learning by modelling could be a good starting point in helping students to
become aware of the processes involved and internalize them. The actions that
are modeled in this phase of the program are: activation of prior knowledge,
global and local understanding of the source texts, selecting the main ideas,
elaborating upon these, integrating the information, organizing the content of
the synthesis andwriting it. Aswell as constant reviewof what has beenwritten
up until that point.
One of our aims is that the students learn the contents in a real and sig-
nificant way. For this, we have to make sure that they are able to use their
prior knowledge about the topic at hand, so that they will link the new knowl-
analysis of effective instructional sequences 187
edge with what they already know. With this in mind, the instructor uses self-
instruction and self-questions to demonstrate the process that they follow.
When they have created a list of knowledge regarding the subject matter, they
proceed to give students the texts that they are going toworkwith and they read
their titles aloud. They ask about what the students think the articles deal with
and then continue on to skim the entire text, which allows students to develop
a general idea of the sources. Good comprehension helps the students to link
and integrate the information they are presented with (Risenberg, 1996; Spivey
& King, 1989). This comprehension of the texts not only refers to the contents,
but also to the structure, the purpose, the audience it is directed towards, etc.
With this in mind, the instructor reflects on why the text is organized in such a
way, and if it is adequate or could be modified in some way.
Next, the text is re-read aloud in more detail. When the teacher reads a
paragraph, they ask, “What does the author wants to convey to me here?”. This
process is then repeated with each of the following paragraphs in the source
texts. It is essential that during this phase students learn to monitor their own
degree of comprehension and therefore we must provide them with resources
to implement in the event that they donot understand the texts. Skilled readers
perform this action automatically (Anderson, 1980). However, less experienced
readers must learn to be aware of when they do not understand something.
By thinking aloud, students become aware of the process to follow when they
are faced with a lack of comprehension. First, students may ask themselves if
this information is necessary to achieve their objective and therefore if they
should take steps to try to understand it. Second, they must decide between
other alternative actions, such as continue reading to see if the author provides
additional information that helps them to understand, re-read the entire text
or part of it, consult the dictionary, etc.
This second reading uses self-instruction to aid in the selection of the ideas
that will later be included in the synthesis. In order to do so, the instructor uses
the techniques of highlighting and taking notes. They explain aloud why they
select certain ideas andwhat notes they take in relation to their objectives. This
moment is when they begin to introduce the process of elaboration, as they
explain certain highlighted ideas and/or notes in their own words, integrating
them with their prior knowledge. The students must learn the importance of
going beyond the mere copying or paraphrasing of the information found in
the texts in order to be able to transform their knowledge.
Here we present an example of modelling in this stage of the instructions,
“I have to think how I could explain this idea so that, for example, a classmate
who did not know anything about this subject could understand. I might have
to change some words that are hard to understand. It was difficult for me to
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understand _______, so Iwill explain it inmyownwords”. At the same time, they
will recall some of ideas activated at the beginning of the activity and relate
them to the specific content of the texts.
In creating the synthesis, one fundamental aspect is that the students inte-
grate the information from each text, as well as that which is found in both
texts. We want to make sure the students are clear about the differences
between integrating information and simply putting it together. Integration is
going beyond the information we are given and transforming it into learned
and meaningful knowledge. With this goal in mind, and with the intention to
organize the information that the students will include in the synthesis text,
the instructor creates a concept map on the board (see Appendix 1) for each
of the texts (with the most relevant concepts grouped together), later creating
one that integrates the ideas of both texts. At all times students clearly commu-
nicate their thought process and the actions they carry out by asking questions
that they immediately answer such as, “What ideas are the most and least rel-
evant?”, “Is there a connection between them?”, “Are some of them included
within the others?”, etc. The ideas are transformed, eliminated, completed and
so on. Once finished, it is reviewed through questions such as, “Are all relevant
ideas included?”, “Does this seem like the best order inwhich to explain it?”, etc.
An affective teaching method is to list the ideas that are going to be included
in the final text in order of priority.
At this point, the instructor expresses the questions aloud while at the
same time writing the first version of the synthesis on the board. It includes
information such as, “now I am going to title my synthesis which will help the
reader to know what I am going to write”, “I will start writing the overall idea I
want to convey and then I’ll write the rest in order of importance”, “I also need
to close things with a conclusion at the end”, etc.
While writing, they also clearly express the ongoing review process through
self-correcting questions such as, “Have I clearly expressed this idea?”, “Have
I managed to connect it with the next?”. Upon completion of this piece of
writing, the instructor reads aloud the entire product and corrects errors that
they have detected, for example by removing some parts,modifying others, etc.
After this first reading, in which some modifications have been made, the text
is read once more, which allows them to review the suitableness of the text. At
this point, the first synthesis is considered to be finished.
Development of theWritten Guidelines
Some programs focused on strategic teaching of reading and writing include,
in addition to instruction, the use of written guidelines in order to help the stu-
dent to gradually acquire autonomy and be able to self-regulate their learning
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process (Gárate & Melero, 2004). This type of aid has a number of advantages,
such as, it makes the student aware of issues that they would not think of on
their own, it allows for a more complex process by orienting the student and it
avoids “cognitive overload” by encouraging concentration on specific aspects
rather than on all of the issues at once (Castelló, 2002).
Our goal is that students benefit from this program now, as well as in the
future when they are able to work on their own. In order to encourage students
to self-regulate their learning process, we jointly develop a guide with them in
which all aspects are posed in the form of a question. Some examples of phases
that may be proposed in this material are: “What are our aims?”, “What for?”,
“How can I make a map or scheme linking the thoughts in the texts?”, etc. (see
Appendix 2 at the end of this document and Appendix 3 of the e-chapter for a
complete and interactive guide).
Using brainstorming and the questions from the guide, the instructor
encourages students to recall the objectives worked upon in the previous ses-
sions. In order to elaborate the written guide, the instructor asks the students
what they have done during the other sessions to create a good synthesis. They
record all of the student’s contributions on the blackboard and then they com-
plete the steps so that the students are aware of the detailed process they have
followed. If they forget any of the steps, the instructor asks them about some-
thing related to it that they had done in that session. Once all the steps are
clear, the instructor speaks a little about what each one involves and what the
students have done to complete them. In their notebooks, the students write
down the guide that the instructor has written out on the blackboard and the
instructor explains to them that they could use it as a guide when they do a
similar task in the future.
It is important to stress that the guide is not intended to be a fixed sequence
of steps. Rather, as in the previous sessions, the process of reflecting on the
questions should be ongoing.
Development of the Second Synthesis through GroupWork
This phase of the swsl program, sessions 6–9, involves the creation of a syn-
thesis by the students in groups of four. It is intended to provide a transition
from the completion of the task by the instructor as a model to the students
carrying out the task on their own. During this phase, students create a single
product per group.
Research on joint writing has been extensive due to the awareness of the
benefits that it provides. Writing in small groups is useful in that it promotes
discussion among students that leads them to need to justify certain decisions
that theymake during thewriting process (Castelló&Milian, 1997). In this type
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of teachingmethod, the teacher’s role is important as they serve to support and
guide the process through questions that encourage reflection and discussion.
Specifically, the use of this type of writing (collaborative) offers a number of
advantages: (1) it facilitates planning and review (since different alternatives
usually emerge that require choosing themost appropriate one as a group), (2)
the fact of working in small groups distributes the cognitive difficulty among
group members through a division of the workload, (3) from the point of view
of the teacher there is a double advantage in this approach: (a) it allows the
writing process to be visible, and therefore express the difficulties faced by
students, and (b) it provides data on the process followed, which facilitates
further discussion about different issues (Castelló, 2002). There are several
empirical studies that have highlighted the importance of peer support in the
composition process (see the review in Graham & Perin, 2007).
In light of these prior studies, students receive help from the written guide
as well as from their instructor while working in groups during this part of the
program. Before starting the task, the instructor emphasizes the importance
of using the written guide in order to help orient them while developing
their syntheses. Using joint reflectionmethods, they discuss what process then
needs to be followed.
Once the students have begun working, the instructor observes every group
and when they deem it to be necessary they stop the process in order to help
guide the students. In this way, they can propose the sharing of the ideas that
emerged after the activation of prior knowledge, or introduce a concept map
developed by one of the groups that can be discussed as a class. For example,
when they detect that one of the groups is stuck, they should offer to help them
and pose questions or refer them to the guide in order to help them continue
in the process.
At this stage, students often have a difficult time making certain decisions
regarding how to include their prior knowledge in the synthesis. In this case,
the instructor’s role is to use questions that encourage self-reflection in order
to guide students through the decision making process, such as, “I wonder if
this idea that your group member has proposed is related to some piece of
information that your group has already selected. If so, you could transform
it and integrate it into the text”.
One technique that can be useful during these sessions is to have each group
evaluate the synthesis written by another group and then return it to the group
that so that they can use the other’s comments and corrections to improve it. It
is important to provide the students with instructions on how to review their
peer’s papers, such as on the importance of offering alternatives or possible
solutions when they detect a problem in the writing.
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Development of the Third Synthesis through IndividualWork
From sessions 10 to 12, a third synthesis is developed, this time the students
work individually, however they continue to have the support of the written
guide as well as their instructor who helps to orient them.
Our goal is for students to internalize the strategies that they have been
working on so that they are able to put them in practice in their day-to-day
learning activities.However, it is essential to provide assistance in themoments
where difficulties arise.
At this point, the student should be able tomake their own decisions in rela-
tion to their objectives, although they continue to receive the necessary sup-
port during the moments in which they encounter difficulties. The instructor’s
role in this phase is to observe the performance of students and pay atten-
tion to the difficulties that may arise in order to offer help through guiding
questions. Moreover, since students in this part of individual practice tend to
frequently ask for help, thewritingprocess is intentionally stoppedat three spe-
cificmoments: when students have selected the relevant ideas, when they have
completed the concept map and at the end of the task. The reason behind this
is to pool together ideas and jointly reflect on the decisions that the students
are making. This support encourages the students to correct their own writing
process after hearing the process followed by their classmates, including the
difficulties that they have encountered. The overall goal here is to guide the
decision making process as a group.
Once students have completed the synthesis, a final review is carried out as
a group. The instructor asks questions such as, “Have you used an appropriate
title?”, “Is there a clear overall message?”, “Are all relevant ideas included?”, “Is
it well organized?”, “Is there a conclusion?”, etc.
Studies Supporting the Effectiveness of Our swsl Program
In order to test the effectiveness of the swsl program, three studies with a
two-group design (experimental and control) were carried out, evaluating the
groups before and after the intervention (see Table 8.2). The control group
students worked on the contents using the method traditionally followed by
their teachers (readings from the textbook and completion of the subsequent
activities related to these texts). In addition to these activities, the experimental
group, received the intervention described in the previous sections, which was
carried out by the first author of this chapter. The analysis and comparison of
their performance on the two synthesis tasks (pre-test and post-test), allowed
us to investigate the impact of the program on: (1) the processes of reading and
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table 8.2 Summary of the three studies performed to evaluate the efficacy of the swsl
instruction
Specific aim(s) Participants Design Experimental
instruction
Control
instruction
study 1
To study the swsl program’s
effect on: students’ procedures
and products, and the relation
between both variables and
the teachers’ ideas about
reading, writing and the
program
32 students of
11–12 years old
pre-post quasi-
experiment with
control group
(Pilot study)
Eight 60-minutes
sessions implemented
by the teacher.
Performance of one
synthesis through
modelling, joint and
individual activity
study 2
To explore the swsl program’s
impact on procedures,
products and learning, and
the relation between these
three variables and the effect
of reading comprehension
level and prior knowledge on
the benefits derived from the
program
Initially, 86
students of 11–
12 years old. 62
participants
completed the
full study
pre-post-
maintenance
(eight weeks
after) quasi-
experiment with
control group
Twelve 60-minutes
sessions implemented
by the researcher.
Performance of three
syntheses using one
method for each:
modelling, joint and
individual activity
Traditional
method
followed by
the teacher
(reading text
book and
execution of
the activities
from it)
study 3
To examine the swsl
program’s effect on processes
and the relation between
processes, product and
learning
32 students
selected from
the sample
in study 2 for
their reading
comprehension
level and prior
knowledge
pre-post-
maintenance
(eight weeks
after) quasi-
experiment with
control group
Twelve 60-minutes
sessions implemented
by the researcher.
Performance of three
syntheses using one
method for each:
modelling joint and
individual activity
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Measures Instruments/
materials
Main results Limitations
– Prior knowledge
and reading
comprehension
– Pre-post
procedures
– Pre-post product
quality
– swsl program
– History texts
– Reading
comprehension
questionnaire
– Prior knowledge
questionnaire
– swsl program-effect on procedures and
product-quality (except elaboration criterion)
– More complex procedures (particularly rough
draft) associated with better-quality products
– Intervention rated positively by participants
– Prior knowledge
and reading
comprehension
– Pre-post-
maintenance
procedures
– Pre-post-
maintenance
product quality
– Pre-post-
maintenance
degree of content
learning
– swsl program
– History texts
– Prior knowledge
questionnaire
– Reading
comprehension
questionnaire
– Learning
questionnaire
(see e-chapter—
Appendix 2—)
– swsl program-effect on procedures (except
rough draft), product-quality and high-level
learning
– Complete maintenance eight weeks later of
effects on underlining, elaboration, intratextual
integration and high-level learning
– More complex procedures associated with
better-quality products and this with greater
degree of high-level learning
– Underlining and note-taking, together with pre-
test product-quality, help to explain variance
(57%) in product-quality and product-quality
helps to explain variance in learning (13%)
These
studies
were imple-
mented for a
short period
of time, in
a specific
setting and
using a
specific set
of contents.
– Prior knowledge
and reading
comprehension
– Pre-post-
maintenance
Processes
– Pre-post-
maintenance
product quality
– Pre-post-
maintenance
degree of content
learning
– swsl program
– History texts
– Prior knowledge
questionnaire
– Reading
comprehension
questionnaire
– Learning
questionnaire
– swsl program-effect on processes
– More sophisticated processes associated with
more complex procedures (except the rough
draft in some cases) and better-quality products,
and better-quality products associated with a
greater degree of high-level learning.
– The process variables time, translated into
interactions and first reading of source texts,
together with revision, help to explain variance
in product-quality (74%) and product-quality
helps to explain variance in learning (15%)
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writing that the students followedwhile creating the synthesis andwhichwere
reflected in the source texts and the intermediate writings generated by stu-
dents (specifically, underlining, note taking, and rough draft); (2) the quality
of the written products (an example of student product could be found in the
e-chapter—Appendix 4—), with the criteria being the degree of selection of
the main ideas, elaboration of information, text coherence and cohesion, the
integration of ideas from both sources and the degree of sophistication of the
title; (3) the degree of content learning at both the surface (locating specific
information) and deep level (making inferences and integrating distant infor-
mation); and (4) the processes activated during the task, specifically the first
reading of the source texts, separately or in an integrated way, the interactions
(long or short) between the sources and the text in production, and revision.
Additionally, the time spent on the task and the number of different reading,
writing and revision procedures performed (reading of the source texts, prepa-
ration of the rough draft, consultation of the written guide, proofreading of the
final product, etc.) were evaluated.
The results of these studies indicate that students who receive this training
are able to: (1) write high quality texts in terms of the degree of relevance of
the ideas included, the elaboration and organization of the information, the
coherence and cohesiveness of the text and the integration of ideas from vari-
ous sources; (2) use reading and writing procedures when creating a synthesis,
such as the creation of drafts, underlining and note taking, which allows them
to achieve better results; (3) learn the contents of the topic they have worked
on in ameaningful and profoundway; and (4) read the source texts seamlessly,
return to the sources while preparing their own piece of writing, revise the
texts they have produced and use the written guide to regulate their learning
(Martínez, 2012; Martínez, Mateos & Martín, 2011; Martínez, Mateos, Martín &
Rijlaarsdam, 2015).
In all of the studies that have been conducted, the students themselves, as
well as their teachers, have evaluated the swsl instruction in a very positive
way in terms of its usefulness and relevance. Concretely, after the intervention,
a teacher claimed: “Thanks to this experience all my students have learned a
lot. Moreover, I know a little more about the way to teach reading and writing
to learn. From now, I am going to use the things learned with the program”.
General Discussion and Conclusions Derived from the Studies
The swsl programdesigned to improve the use of reading andwriting as learn-
ing tools is effective and enables students of 11–12 years old to make better syn-
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theses from two source texts containing complementary information, thereby
learning their contents in a more profound and constructive way (Martínez,
2012).
It seems that a number of implications for education can be seen in the
application of this intervention. Although many studies have pointed out the
intrinsic difficulties in performing synthesis tasks (Mateos & Solé, 2009; Segev-
Miller, 2004), the swsl program described here has shown that specifically
teaching how to carry out a synthesis can help students to make better use of
reading and writing as instruments in knowledge construction.
In general, the swsl program, based on the instruction produced by Wray
and Lewis (1997), and carried out with other methodological support like the
written guide, has positive effects on the processes engaged in by the students,
the quality of the texts they write and on their high-level learning.
As already noted, the swsl intervention has both strong and weak points. It
is now time to reflect on these inorder tobe able toput forth recommendations,
or precautions to be taken, in regard to teaching the integrated use of reading
and writing to learn.
As noted throughout this chapter, special emphasis was placed on the use of
the written guides to foster the students’ autonomy with this type of tasks. It is
also important to note that such guides should be constructed by encouraging
the students themselves to reflect on the process, which was the approach
taken in this research. Given the effectiveness of this type of help (Castelló,
2002; Gárate & Melero, 2004), its use should be encouraged in the educational
setting.
Another recommendation is to take into account the need to offer individ-
ualized help throughout the entire process. In addition, the transfer of control,
which offers students the opportunity to self-regulate their learning, should be
carried out in an extremely gradual way in order to prevent the problems that
we encountered in our studies.
Various problems arose with the work in groups of four because of the
number of pupils in the class. However, the students actively participated and
succeeded in producing high-quality written texts in each group. Although this
was not an activity they usually performed in the classroom, theywere satisfied
with it, and therefore it should be used more often. The support provided by
means of the guiding questions was of great help and the students themselves
requested this type of help during the sessions. This suggests that the students
can and want to write collaboratively, but in order for it to be effective, they
need help.
Furthermore,most of the students found the transition fromcollaborative to
individual work to be difficult. At first, they expressed a certain amount of con-
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cern, but this gradually diminished thanks to the support that was constantly
available. However, the transition from collective to individual work should be
more gradual, something that could be remedied bymore sessions that involve
more group work as well as individual work using the guide.
Although the traditional method of teaching that is usually followed in
schools has a positive impact on low level content-learning, the swsl interven-
tiondesignedhere outperforms it. In light of its efficiency, this specific teaching
method should be encouraged in schools.
It is necessary to add, however, that although the findings support the use-
fulness of the swsl intervention designed for these studies, caution is still
necessary, as it was implemented for a short period of time, in a specific set-
ting and using a specific set of contents. It would be interesting to expand the
scope of this research in terms of time, settings and contents, and for the swsl
program to be implemented by the pupils’ own teachers in their classes. This
last conditionwould entail the need for extensive, thorough, andongoing train-
ing.
Moreover, when implementing this or any other type of intervention in the
classroom, the design should not be followed as a sequence of fixed, inflex-
ible steps, but should be adapted to the particular conditions of each situa-
tion. The experience with the implementation of this swsl program was that
the objectives frequently became interwoven with each other, which led to
teaching them in a recursive and integrated manner, with the person imple-
menting the swsl program adapting it to the needs of the students and the
context.
One of the most innovative aspects of this intervention has been the inte-
gration of different teaching methods (modelling, collaborative writing, the
written guide and individual work), which, from our point of view, has been
key to obtaining the benefits found. In any case, since there is research show-
ing the effectiveness of each (Harris, Graham & Mason, 2006; Zimmerman &
Kitsantas, 2002), it would be interesting to investigate whether the integration
of thesemethods or any combination of them ismore effective than one of the
methods alone.
Finally, one thing that should be considered is that the potential of hybrid
tasks to foster critical thinking and learning has not been fully taken advan-
tage of in schools. The swsl program has contributed fresh evidence on the
importance of focusing on teaching such tasks. It is both possible and desir-
able to encourage students early on to use reading and writing to learn (Wray
& Lewis, 1997). In spite of their teachers’ skepticism, the previously mentioned
studies have demonstrated the ability of 11–12 years old pupils to successfully
perform complex reading-and-writing-to-learn tasks when they are taught to
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do so through suitablemethods. In short, it seems useful and pertinent to teach
students to synthesize information fromvarious source texts as away of getting
them to make good use of reading and writing.
remove heading?
Appendices
'appendix' replace by 'figure', ok?
figure 8.1 Example of a concept map created during the intervention
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'appendix' replace by 'figure', ok?
figure 8.2 Guide for carrying out a synthesis
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